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rG-j'x'uIiE TO PROPOSED ivE^UXxiEi-il^TS 


1 . survival ana endurance.^ _ otre n-th under 

(a) The current iorce. cannot survive in - ~ “ fcQ tacticai 

veil-coordinated ene.y aUacl wlthou ^ ^ ^ 

warning^ Which is a*bi„uous — ““ e “ ^ ourr ent/8^SRRy 

- ";:r u™ -;n S a current potential, and 

exists to coutio - lyinaxlaxsaMixtit .interval during 

preparation could extend tae 

v-nicn planes/jt! J8SlW?e control could await co^it.enr). 

M *;o current strategic plans provide for a strategic reserve 

unaer any circurastances ox ceu ■ J to atwu * preplanned 

including all Polaris missiles, 

targets as soon as possible. • . 

I .-*•«= <“ »; 

ation of- a-strategic response by bi.ii national autnority in 

event of a surprise attach destroying Vasbington. J1 ^ 7^^ 

constituted officials autnonaea „o assure ^ ^ {^,-C .O ■ 

in-Ciuef are normally located in Wasnington. 

~ rDQl ;„ tic rlans or convincing assurance tnat 
/■u\ m the absence of realistic pian^ 

^ 1 ■ to T p * no rise will be forthcoming tucre 

authorization, for an appropriate re.pome vix 

tance of the notion tnat unauthorize r 

is Widespread acceptance oi d ^ 

will be- necessary."eitner at m.n -xlivary levels 

, „ f T-CAv vulnerable as Washington) or at low. noth mi 

~tti tuae^i tself, and the reluctance to institute reliable safeguards 
I al<18 t unauthorized action wnicn follows frou it, increase « 
^saioility of unautnorized ..initiative., in a crisis, 

■ under the stress of aobiguous indications ana an 
co.iiiiuni cut ions v/itn hi 0 ner co^uana. 

(c) Altnough tnere are physical safeguards against accident, there 
L aluost none a„ai„st unauthorized action, eltner in connection 







c-v» 




Ultn individual vehicles or in command post operations. .Sucn 
saieguards are technically poasiole; in principle, they taice tne 
lona of a eomoination lock ou weapons, requiring a code sent oy ' 
higher authority to unsafe or release the weapon. 

(c) such safeguards are particularly important in connection with 
weapons under dual control witu an Ally; current "protection", 
furmsned Dy tne Ally itself, terves to ^uard against "tnird party" 
action out furnisiies minimum inhibition against unilateral action 
oy Allied forces themselves. 

-t^^^Super-safinp," both a^amst accident and unauthorised action 
is required for weapons on ni fa h alert or mobile. Currently, 
weapons on high alert with Allied forces, nominally under dual 
control,-not only lack such special precautions but are atypically 
accident-prone, not navin^ been designed for such operation. 


V. curl-tv demand s-a s sura ace of anfa dt a o r>i-^d and 


e X 1OO11V ei'V; Hi p. n nn x o. hX mirl P Vf 

It would be unacceptable to lower tne uas* risk of accident at 
tbe coat of markedly raising the risk of deliberate enemy attack; 
solutions to tne problems of accident ant unautnorized action shoulc 
not afford an enemy the opportunity « to paralyze U.S. response' 

, ,-°ifl ly by attacK on the c omma nd ana control systeu^^AT a 
/moderate attack on the U.b. command anu control system "toady would 
eliminate, witu lii 0 h confidence, tne possibility of a u.S. 

°. r , even^oruinat eu response.^/ IIf-mu s h tne design of 
expiicit procedures for authorization under all circumstances 
raises complicated issues, Sucn procedures could be both safer and 

more reliable than current tacit, ambiguous ana uncontrolled 
understandings. . 



Informati -n . ' 

5. ^Current plans (prior to tne president's budget message) ao 
not call for bomb alarm read-outs at x* offensive force oases 
or subordinate command posts. many units, particuldily outside 
tne Zl, might have outage of communications as their o<ZLy immeuiate 
indication of enemy attacx, ana tnat v/oula oe nignly ambiguous. 

(b) The current design of the bomb alarm system, including means 
of transmission of signals, is such that a small numoer of bombs 
mi^ht put it out of operation. Tnus, even though it, had 
indicated that an attack involving "at least',' say, inrss four 
bombs had taken place, it would not be able to-lnuicate oven 
grossly tne actual size of trie attack, its nature (e.g., wnetner 
or not cities were being hit on a lar^e scale), or ito gross 
effects on u.S. bases; nor could it discriminate reliably azxixztx 
between a large-scale, coordinated attack and an attack involving 
.a few weapons, possibly as a result of unauthorized action or 

nth country action. ^ ,= 

(c) Almost all information, status-reporting, intelligence, 
sensor and reconnaissance/I^lifher totally unprotected or 
vulnerable in vital links; inputs of data to surviving decision- 
makers would drop almost to zero at the outset of a major attack. 

(d) The bomb alarm system as currently planned does not Iijik 
aifferent levels in the chain of command. IIo other nighly • 
reliable means of determining, the status of higher command are 

currently provided;^sHEaxas^xl^rxfiXEapis^xxflEXstaQXHaxcazxanicKiJ 

feliance is upon outage of communications, wnicii is hi 6 nly ambi c uouc 


4 • yorcc flexibility. 

(a) Current design of tfinuteman missiles manes it impossible 
to fire fewer tnan 30 at a time. 

(b) Current design of iiinulenan missiles requires procedureo w.»ic*. 
may take six hours to change the target oi a missile from xis tne 
one oreset. If commitment wicnin a few :;au minutes or hours is 
required, the currently planned Hinuteman force ccjul n ns 

oniy in blocs of 30 against preplanned targets. . • ;• - 

y- s , 



c) Current plans do not include options for covering alternative 
tt.r 0 et systems; in tue absoace of sued plans, rapid retargeting 
°i large numbers of oomoers is almost impossible, even before atcacK. 
x £o protected facilities,•or planning aids for rapid replanning, 

\.’°uld allow such retargeting after attack.. ? 

'c-r' 

' urre-" t ~l ~- 

d) The almost total]/?acPoi preparatioiT-for post-attack reconnaissance 

\ 

pr-o-ttrciTGur^reau-^outa--£nrd—eo^tiand—iaeiri-i-4rie& 7 would severely Unit 
the possibilit^dif^counijefiailitf ry action, affr ay—i ~ 


rUrO^hn as aKsxJL dtCsnaxses^nxiyxofxpxox2a15nyxiaxg rx 


yiKidAaa.dustrgnna.ccnzacyawearninsz 
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l-s-n . 

5« Countermilitary capability . 

(a) LacKing flexibility and tne capability for rapid replanning 
just prior to or during attack, current counternilitary ant forces 
v/ould have little ability laxzsnngniza to ndapixla exploit actual 
inefficiencies or vulnerabilities in Soviet posture or tactics; in anv 
case, thejf lack the protected information sources necessary to 
■££P°dflill: such Soviet departures from conservative U.S. expectations. 

(u) £ven if U.S. countermilitary action were able markedly to reduce 
the weight 01 a.ttack that the Soviets coulu launch against the U.S., 
otner aspects of U.S. .posture combine to ensure that even a small 
Soviet attacx would be maximally potent; 

1) The basing of U.S. bomuers, missiles,ana carriers and Polar} r. 
submarines near major U.S. or Allied cities currently makes those 
cities "bonus" targets in a Soviet attack on d.S. forces. But the 


current plans lor siting new missiles near or upv^ind of U.S. cities 
gratuitously adds to tnis problem. 
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2) Anti-bomber defenses current operate in highly vulnerable, 
centralized modes, aim the defensive vehicles themselves are unprotc-c 
no The possible of 1 ectiveuess of anti-missile defenses is still under 


O U v. 



i ClirrSiio ,rnpri!?rp . , 

(3) The/lack of/ialiout protection in the U.S. means tnat 
even a very small attack—a le-r^e unautnorized Soviet action,ax an 
attack by a minor power, an aborted attack or one heavily attrited 
b;y U.S. countermilitary action—would cause very heavy U.S. 
casualties, even if the attacn hit no major U.S. cities directly. 
Tnus, measures proposed to reuuce the likelinood of a large enemy 
attack, and especially a lar s e attack against cities, could not 
suKEEEdin^xinxi lower U.S. casualties below an extremely large 
figures even under a relatively small attack. 
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6. Contingency planning . 


a) Current "alternative* options"provide only for differing 
force size and coordination of attack upon a single, given 
target system, corresponding to different intervals of warning. 
IChajc Even in the attack on tnis system, they do not provide for 
different patterns of U.S. base destruction in a surprise attack.. 
They do not allow attach of alternative targets systems^ e oi ;D /' ;i cllC ' 
postponement of attack on any part of the given target system. 


bQ> No current option provides for the avoidance or postponement 
of attack on major Soviet or Communist Chinese cities.. 

c) No current options provides for minimizing non-military 
„ .... n „/in. the,U.S.3.3. or. Communist. C.ni aa. 

casual ties/suDj ec t ou one military recp. lremeuts oi ssun strictly 
counterforce operations. . - 

d) No current option provides for the maintenance of ready 
forces (e.g., Polaris submarines) in strategic'reserve. 

e) • No current option provides for the. exclusion of/governinenoal 
control centers, or primary military control centers, from 
initial attacn. 


f) iio current option covers war with 
excluding or postponing attacks upoii 


the Soviet Union alone, 
CommunisL Cnina. 
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. , , . , ,, . , , . /plunnca 

i ';’he exclusion oi one or more satellite nations 1 roa/aiiacas 

v * v. 

would require procedures taKin 0 several nours to couplele. Nvr'i 

h)’ Kei trier joint strategic plans, nor supporting plans, have 
normally been submitted to tne president or to the Secretary of 
Defense lor tneir inspection, review or approval, altnough nominally 
all ei-ieh. ‘directives to the unified ana specified commanders are 
issued by autnonty ana direction of the. Secretary of Defense or 
the Comuander-in-Chief. 


7. protected command 

a) See 2(a). 

b) A single bomb on Vasnin 0 ton would seriously degrade military 

couiaand capability, but it would virtually eliminate all 
EQKEiiui constituted political authority and all experienced, 
Eurraniily informed political leadersnip. Such an explosion mi t ,ht 
be the result of accident, unauthorized action, nth country action, 
or badly executed or abortive enemy attach: alls events dsx putriu^ 
the utmost premium on information,and experienSt^buiA h pclinical 
and military. . 

c) “ - • 



c) The possibility of precluding authorization of a response, 

and thereby possibly paralyzing or at least delaying a coordinated 

. , .*, , . „ / CO niuiS.il cl costs 

U.S. response, oy hitting a lev; soit or semi-soft/^zx^Exx in me 

'US makes tnose centers xsrgExxxaxxixsxhighEsixpria overwhelmingly 


attractive targets. b- H -l e -aa. 



an eiiectnve response uuaer 
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jsurea an\eneny 
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lar\.c/ numbers 6f Yar b e-yield missiles, ±rxs---- 7 

oy ypnbp^rs, uiii\/:ult sabotage tepnni^ues) to\^aestfoy the\/ But 

underkcurrent ci-, -^ - v , 

^T-mur. n -int; i i nvn.n c.£^.rpwoy^- 

If the cost of destroying U.3. primary command, centers cou^ d 
he sharply raised, and the rewards to hitting them sharply lowered 
or even made negative (by. assuring a maximal retaliatory response), 
the enemy would be forced, at Ihe least, to reconsider the 
desirability of attacxin a them. . >. -. : 


d) Before 1S61, plans for protection of primary leadership 
depended, almost entirely'on warn.ingp.xyei; and relocation; yet the 
alternate relocation sites xsxe.of f er highly Inadequate protection. 
There was, in effect, "no-place to hide," even with warning. 

4 J 

(Current plans for mobile sites snould improve tnis situation). 
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8 « Wartime control 

a)' nCurru mtlv__ if -the ■ p-getriuani WKxzxai—su-rvi- ved . „n a d ex —at l a -eft 

audxxEEaxxaxEEdxia 


a) See 6a-g. 

b) Once an authenticated '"Execute" order has been received by SAC 
forces) SAC operational doctrine—and tneir lack of an authentication 
code for a "Stop" oruer—prevents them from being stopped by any 
authority. 

c) Since all current strategic options' destroy all major Sirio- 
Sovict uroiu-imiustrial centers anu governmental/military control 
centers, and none maintains a strategic reserve, U.3. -jrt 



